cab or canopy for a shuttle car being used in 60-inch coal.  Citation No.
725318 alleged a second violation of section 75.1710-1 because respondent
had failed to provide a canopy for its other shuttle car being used in 60-
inch coal,

The Assessment Office considered that all of the eight violations
were the result of ordinary negligence.  All of the violations were consid-
ered to be serious or very serious.  Respondent was given no credit for
rapid abatement and the Subsequent Action sheets show that no extraordinary
effort was made to abate any of the violations.  Finally, the Assessment
Office assigned $8 to each penalty under the criterion of history of previous
violations.

I find that all eight violations occurred and that the Assessment Office
proposed penalties which are supported by the conditions described in each
of the citations.  The penalties proposed by the Assessment Office were
$78S $44, $150, $114, $225, $106, $90, and $90, respectively, or a 'total of
$897, for the eight violations discussed above.  My order will hereinafter
reduce the penalties by approximately 50 percent to a total of $449 because
of the fact that respondent is out of business and has no assets from which
penalties can be collected.

Docket No. KENT 80-325

The Proposal for Assessment of Civil Penalty filed in Docket No. KENT 80-
325 alleged occurrence of seven violations.  Citation No. 708054 alleged a
violation of section 75.1710-1 because a canopy had not been installed on a
cutting machine being used in 60-inch coal.  Citation No. 708056 alleged'
a violation of section 75.1710-1 because a canopy had not been installed on
a shuttle car being used in 60-inch coal.  Citation No. 709043 alleged a vio-
lation of section 75*313 because the methane monitor on the loading machine
was not: in operable condition.  Citation No. 707939 alleged a violation of
section 75.1725 because from 30 to 40 bottom rollers on the No. 2 conveyor,
belt were stuck.  Citation No. 707998 alleged a violation of section 75-1710-1
because the canopy had been removed from the loading machine; the violation
was abated by removal of the cutting machine from mine property.  Citation
No. 726231 alleged a violation of section 75.1100-l(b) because respondent
had failed to provide a waterline for firefighting purposes along the con-
veyor belt for a distance of about 800 feet.  Citation No. 726234 alleged
a violation of section 75.326 because air being used to ventilate the Nos. 1
and 2 conveyor belts was traveling in reverse direction, the condition being
the result of- adverse roof conditions and water seepage.

The Assessment Office found that all of the violations were the result
of ordinary negligence and that all of them were serious or moderately serious,
The Assessment Office appropriately reduced no penalties because of respondent's
having showft a rapid effort to achieve compliance.  The Subsequent Action
sheets show that no extraordinary effort was made to achieve compliance in
any case.  Finally, the Assessment Office assigned $8 to each penalty under
the criterion of respondent's history of previous violations.  The Assessment
Office proposed penalties of $90, $90, $44, $52, $78, $72, and $150, respec-
tively, or a total of $576, for the seven violations.n an area which was 28 feet wide.  Citation No. 725317 alleged a
